that public assistance always does more harm than good. More food equals more mouths to feed equals more pressure on food in an inescapable cycle. 1 The idea that Burke anticipated Malthus is not unreasonable. Burke and Malthus were both responding to the same rhetorical situation--the spread of the so-called "Speenhamland system" of subsidizing families on a combined basis of the price of bread and numbers of mouths to feed.
Initiated at first by local magistrates and adopted nationally as fear of French-style revolution by a starving population spread among the governing class, Malthus and Burke saw that this system would make things worse by creating both dependencies and scarcities. Still, there is no trace of Malthus's gloomy cyclical "principle" in Burke's "Thoughts and Details on Scarcity." Moreover, finding a contradiction in Smith between the new free market economy of which he had caught sight and the old 'moral economy' that, as a professional moral philosopher, kept tugging at his sleeve, seems to open up a contradiction in Burke as well.
The looming contradiction is between Burke's "organic position on political authority and his supposedly 'liberal' or individualistic conception of economic life" (Winch, 1985, 231) or, put otherwise, between his "bourgeois conception of civil society and his aristocratic conception of the state" (Freeman, 1980, 216) . As Gertrude Himmelfarb correctly points out, the essence of Burke's brand of Whiggery was his ideal of organic national solidarity (Himmelfarb, 1984, 70) . It led him to reject Locke's contract theory of government and to criticize the executive usurpations of the Hanoverian monarchy nearly as strenuously as the American colonists. In fact, Burke was quite sympathetic to the Americans (Burke, 1774) . But can national solidarity, on which Burke waxed most eloquently precisely when he was most vociferously expressing his categorical opposition to interfering with the free market, survive when the government allows its population to starve in the streets and die in their hovels? I can't say for sure whether Burke saw pure laissez-faire in Smith from the outset or whether he read Smith correctly at first but later re-read him in a colder light or whether by the later Burke had more or less given up on Smith. Burke is silent on the subject. Whatever the answer, my point in this essay will be that differences in their economic views are not in any case the root cause of Smith's and Burke's split on the issue of public assistance.
They do not disagree about how government is ideally to be related to economics. We find at the very center of the work of each man a shared and persistent desire to keep economics radically and fully out the clutches of government, and to do for the sake of good government itself. No, their differences spring from divergent conceptions of what a good government is and might be. The difference between Smith's sober, incipiently republican view of government, I will argue, and Burke's inability to free himself from the sublime display of official violence that, as Michel Foucault has argued, characterizes the ancien regime explains most of what needs to be explained about their diverging views on the subject of unemployment assistance (Foucault, 1975) This hypothesis yields, I think, an additional insight. The felt injustice of Burke's and Malthus's cold-heartedness played no small role in setting up the rhetorical situation in which politicians and economists have been immersed ever since. In the course of reducing the cognitive dissonance between the strenuous demands of the free market and the elementary claims of distributive justice, we can easily observe how Malthus's principle that population pushes against food was transformed in the first three decades of the 19 th century from its first expression as a dismal fact about all societies into, next, a counter-factual statement about what would happen if markets weren't left free-an interpretation in which Malthus himself took a handand, finally, into a very cheery claim about all the good things that are bound to happen for everyone when the market has been left alone. By the 1830s no problem of injustice remained for post-Malthusian "radical" Whig utilitarians such as Jeremy Bentham (who like Malthus early on accused
Smith of contradicting himself [Teichgraber, 1985] In attempting to recover this complexity, I will read Smith and Burke in the context of the different societies, 18 th century Scotland and England respectively to which, in which, and on behalf of which they wrote. I will also assume a degree of consistency and coherence in their various writings that cannot be seen when their economic writings are, in the course of "disciplining" their insights, torn out of their larger bodies of work. I will, in short, read Adam Smith and Edmund Burke in the way rhetorical critics read works that are deeply engaged in concrete controversies-in context.
Adam Smith and the Legend of Adam Smith
If there is one thing that defines a classic text it is that the history of its reception is so persistent, powerful, and varied that it renders the original opaque and sometimes even inaccessible. Attempts to find the historical Even so, there is enough self-interest in Smith's appeal to the invisible hand to pose a problem, or at least an apparent problem, when we look at his work as a whole. As a professional moral philosopher in Scottish universities that were looking outward to the improving society of which they were a part-by teaching and publishing in English, for example (Herman, 2004 )--Smith, following his teacher Francis Hutcheson, took ethics to be coeval with an acquired ability to adopt the position of a "disinterested" (which doesn't at all mean uninterested) observer of own actions. In effect, this means seeing oneself from another's point of view.
When we do we are ashamed of looking bad and pleased to look good. This ability and this motivation, Smith argues, constitute a powerful stimulus to virtuous acts and to the virtuous dispositions that grow from them. McCloskey, 2004) . This perception has political implications. Smith saw that if exchange is to ripple through a political community in a way that increasingly benefits the whole, it has to take place among people sufficiently egalitarian in their cultural assumptions to be attuned, more through their "sentiments" than their rational economic calculations, to the lived world of those with whom they share a common fate. Exchange takes place most effectively, then, in a community of relative equals. Moreover, the more pervasive and unrigged exchange is the more it helps brings into existence and sustain just such communities.
It is this observation that makes it possible for Fleischaker to have shown convincingly why, far from leaving everyone to the mercies of the free market, the real Adam Smith was willing to support some tariffs, to urge national expenditure on infrastructure, to require government to lighten the burdens of the laboring poor in circumstances when necessity presses, and at the same time categorically to oppose any policies that allow the rich and powerful to collude with one another against the poor (Fleishacker, 2004a) .
If Smith adopted what today is called a "preferential option for the poor," he did so by appealing to the traditional, Aristotelian conception of distributive justice (Fleishacker, 2004b (Fleishacker, , 2004a [ Smith, 1985) . By contrast, even when he was talking about subjects as mundane as taxes and trade, Burke's was a rhetoric of sublimity rather than of the clear and straightforward speech commended by the Scots. What political work, we may well ask, could such a high-flying style possibly be doing? And whatever that work might be could it have inclined Burke to draw a different conclusion from Smith about government support for the laborers in hard times?
To discover why Burke cultivated his high style we must go back to his younger days as a literary critic. Having done so, we can then fastforward to the scene of revolution and war in the 1790, when Burke opposed public subsidies for the poor.
Burke began his public life in the l750s as a literary critic and theorist.
He was, like James Boswell, a familiar of the famous circle around Samuel
Johnson. He was just as eager as others in that circle to respond to David Hume's skepticism, which attacked the possibility of knowledge in order to place ethical and political life on imaginative and emotional, not intellectual, foundations. I say "respond to" rather than "refute" because the problem is that to one degree or another Hume's most intelligent critics agreed with him that reason does not ground what Hume called "common life" (Livingston, 1984) . It is our moral sentiments that do that. Their force is self-evident. It is they that exercise the gravitational pull--Hume professed a desire to be The Aristotelian and French neo-classical answer to this old puzzle is that the pleasures of tragedy depend on the fact that rationally following their narrative logic transmutes the emotions of pity for one who is represented as suffering and of fear that it might happen to oneself into an emotionally purifying and hence pleasurable form of reflective learning (Nussbaum, 1986 maxim that "Reason is and ought to be the slave of the passions," or of the view that the political functions of art are to intensify and so systematically reinforce the passions that bind us to our own life and our "common life"
with others.
One cannot imagine Smith saying these things. Perhaps the reason is that Burke lived and worked at the cockpit of hegemonic political power, not the middling Scotland where his theory was formed. If so, we are free to note that Burke's bodily-based, passion-and imagination-centered view of morality also has a rather menacing implication. It suggests that if consent to and compliance with the "imagined communities" in which we live with others were ever broken, as they might easily be in a society riddled with injustice and pretense, skepticism would have not the mild, benign, corrective effects that Hume postulated, but would vividly show that political power is all power and no politics and that "unaccommodated man is no more than a bare-forked naked animal," as King Lear puts it.
Anxiety about this problem gnawed at Burke. It gnawed at him, for instance, in his Whiggish effort to insist that the legitimacy of a state ostensibly based on the continuity of its monarchy had not been undermined by the rather severe constitutional break of 1688, in which Parliament intervened to make William of Orange what amounted to a constitutional monarch. Burke was as eager as other Whigs to suture that fissure before anyone could look too hard at it (Burke, 1790, in Kramnick, 421-423) .
Much of the mystification that went into Burke's elevated style betrayed his concern that without making politics sublime the stitching might show. The problem was of special concern to Burke because, in contrast to block-head conservatives, there was great tension between his own desire for reform and his perception that even the most legitimated political order is in fact nothing but a set of conventions and artifices that works only if it appears natural.
How much reform can the system actually tolerate? The hyperbolic style of Burke's rhetorical performances can ultimately be traced to the fact that in his view only sublime invocations reaffirming what another Burke, the rhetorical theorist and critic Kenneth Burke, was to call consubstantial identification, could possibly sustain the work of making the conventional seem natural by making innovation look like tradition (Burke, 1969) .
In reflecting on the fact that Burke's theory of tragedy invites artists to raise emotions about violence that usually exist at the boundary of our experience we seem already to have arrived at the theory of politics implicit in his rhetorical performances. Burke's political rhetoric was focused above all on making the state a sublime fantasy, and therefore on making it a dangerous and revered object of consciousness. That, I submit, is why his style is so elevated and mystified. We may now return to our original problem. Burke does not say that even in the worse of times subsidies should be withheld from the poor because he believes that a policy of benign neglect will ultimately good for the poor, as market ideologists have convinced themselves from the mid Victorian to our own times. Rather, his fear, like that of Adam Smith, was about the consequences of turning the state into an economic agent, thereby removing the imaginative and emotional conditions under which governance is possible at all. As can be seen in the case of France, this will have the effect of demystifying and hence delegitimating not only the monarchy, but the state itself. If the cake of custom on which politics depends is irreversibly cut the problem will no longer be the potential starvation of a relative few but the reduction of an entire society-a society, let us recall, that for Burke will have no rational resources with which to pull it back from an entirely bestial existence-to the condition of animals. Accordingly, It is not in breaking the laws of commerce, which are the laws of nature and consequently the laws of God, that we are to place our hope of softening the Divine displeasure to remove any calamity under which we suffer or which hangs over us (Burke, 1795, in Kramnick, 210) Behind a sublime state, Burke says, lies a sublime God who can look with on death by starvation with the same equanimity that we, having been made in his image, look on tragic events reenacted for the sake of a fascinated pleasure whose secret spring is self-preservation. In sum, sublime art, sublime politics, and sublime economics are of a piece.
Into the Modern Age
In this essay I have argued that Smith's difference from Burke on government-sponsored support for the poor rests not on differing views of economics, but on differing views of government. Once we see this we will also see how pre-modern both of them actually were. We will also see how insightful they were about matters toward which we have a certain blindness, even a "trained incapacity," as Kenneth Burke calls it.
Edmund Burke's pre-modernism is more obvious. It is obvious not only in his theory of the connection between political legitimacy, display, That is a deviation from free-market principles which, as in Nazi Germany and Soviet Russia--and perhaps even present-day Russia--is always accompanied by some degree of re-sublimation. Rather, their aim was to make the state into a protector and guarantor of the principle that private persons, groups of persons, and even fictitious persons can own firms and operate them pretty much as they please so long as the same right is extended to all others. Families are now treated by states as firms. This is the imaginary, and to some extent real, dispensation under which we have lived for almost two centuries. It is small wonder that its actual working philosophy is utilitarianism, most recently seen in risk analysis.
I cannot say that this program has been a failure. Under the banner of globalization the entire planet is now committed to it. Governments that tried to evade it have collapsed. Countries that still have a long road to hoe can at least look with confidence on a growing number of examples in which the prediction of Herbert Spencer that social harmony and individual freedom will be simultaneously maximized by a free market has been borne out.
In this respect we might think that Adam Smith has been vindicated. 
